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3.0 Missouri Port User Profile 

This section identifies and examines Missouri’s public port users. By evaluating the amount of waterborne 

freight moved by industry at the state and national levels, this analysis reveals the relative dependence of 

Missouri industries on the state’s ports and waterways.  

This analysis uses FAF4 data to evaluate the marine modal share for Missouri’s industries for both inbound 

and outbound freight shipments.
5
 For comparison, FAF4 was also used to assess marine modal share by 

industry at the national level. 

3.1 Missouri Marine Modal Dependence and National Modal Shares 

This analysis estimates the mode share of marine freight transport in Missouri and the nation as a whole to 

determine which industries rely the most on waterborne modes as compared to the national average. FAF4 

commodity flow data was processed to associate certain commodities with industries that are known to use 

or produce them. Although commodity groups are not the same as industries, the primary industry 

classification system known as North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) helps categorize 

industries according to the goods or services that they provide. The CS team used a crosswalk methodology 

to convert respective inbound (attraction) and outbound (production) tonnage by commodity from FAF4 by 

NAICS industry. 

Table 3.1 presents the results for freight production, or outbound tonnage, and Figure 3.1 shows the results 

graphically. Missouri’s crop production, mining, nonmetallic mineral product manufacturing, and 

transportation equipment manufacturing industries are notably dependent on waterborne transportation in 

order to bring goods to market. Over eleven percent of crop production produced in Missouri is transported 

by water, including commodities such as wheat, corn, and soybeans, which are frequently transported down 

the Mississippi River to Gulf Coast ports for export. This category includes MFA Agri Services’ dozens of 

farm supply cooperative locations. Both mining (except oil and gas) and nonmetallic mineral product 

manufacturing sectors transported over eight percent of tonnage by water. The latter category includes 

Mississippi Lime Company, a major producer of calcium products based in Ste. Genevieve, MO. In total, just 

over four percent of tonnage in Missouri’s freight production industries relies on barge transport, compared to 

slightly less than four percent nationwide. 

  

                                                                 

5
  The Bureau of Transportation Statistics (BTS) Freight Analysis Framework version 4 (FAF4) dataset has a base year 

of 2012 and provides forecasts for 2020 through 2045 in five year increments. Data is categorized by origin, 
destination, commodity type, mode, and other attributes. Origins and destinations are provided by state and 
metropolitan area. 
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Table 3.1 State and National Marine Mode Share by Industry 

2012 Freight Production Tonnage 

NAICS Industry Description Missouri National 

111 Crop Production 11.5% 2.8% 

112 Animal Production and Aquaculture 0.0% 0.0% 

113 Forestry and Logging 0.1% 0.2% 

115 Support Activities for Agriculture and Forestry 0.1% 0.2% 

211 Oil and Gas Extraction 0.4% 6.1% 

212 Mining (except Oil and Gas) 8.4% 4.1% 

311 Food Manufacturing 0.0% 0.5% 

312 Beverage and Tobacco Product Manufacturing 0.0% 0.4% 

313 Textile Mills 0.0% 1.0% 

31-33 Manufacturing (excludes food processing) 0.1% 1.6% 

314 Textile Product Mills 0.0% 1.0% 

321 Wood Product Manufacturing 0.0% 0.3% 

321-327 Nondurable manufacturing 0.0% 0.2% 

322 Paper Manufacturing 0.0% 0.6% 

323 Printing and Related Support Activities 0.0% 0.3% 

324 Petroleum and Coal Products Manufacturing 0.0% 7.0% 

325 Chemical Manufacturing 0.0% 8.6% 

326 Plastics and Rubber Products Manufacturing 0.0% 0.8% 

327 Nonmetallic Mineral Product Manufacturing 8.1% 1.0% 

331 Primary Metal Manufacturing 1.1% 1.5% 

332 Fabricated Metal Product Manufacturing 0.0% 0.7% 

333 Machinery Manufacturing 0.3% 1.2% 

334 Computer and Electronic Product Manufacturing 0.0% 1.3% 

335 Electrical Equipment, Appliance, and Component Manufacturing 0.0% 1.3% 

336 Transportation Equipment Manufacturing 5.3% 1.5% 

337 Furniture and Related Product Manufacturing 0.0% 0.7% 

339 Miscellaneous Manufacturing 0.0% 0.5% 

48-49 Transportation and Warehousing 0.0% 0.2% 

 Total 4.1% 3.9% 

Source: CS Analysis of FAF4 data. 
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Figure 3.1 State and National Marine Mode Share by Industry 

2012 Freight Production Tonnage 

 

Source: CS analysis of FAF4 data. 
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3.4.4 Mining (Except Oil and Gas) 

In 2012, employment in the mining (except oil & gas) industry in Missouri was 2,740 with an average annual 

payroll of $121 million. By 2016, the sector employed 2,770 with an average annual payroll of $114.2 million. 

Figure 3.13 displays the business locations and number of employees, Figure 3.14 shows the business 

locations and employment by county, and Figure 3.15 displays the types of mining businesses in Missouri. 

Clusters of mining firms are located near St. Louis, Kansas City, New Bourbon, as well as south of I-44 in 

southeastern Missouri. Mining employment is present in nearly every county south of the Missouri River, as 

well as nearly every county bordering the Mississippi River. The vast majority of these businesses specialize 

in nonmetallic mineral mining and quarrying.  

Overall, the mining industry has decreased in real economic output from $1.2 billion in 2005 to $930 million 

in 2015. This represents a reduction of 19 percent in a 10-year period.  

The mining industry is a basic industry in Missouri, meaning that it is a net exporter of products to 

international markets. The location quotient of the mining industry was 1.05 in 2016, which is down slightly 

from 1.09 in 2006. 
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Figure 3.13 Mining (Except Oil & Gas) Businesses and Employees in Missouri 

 

Source(s): BTS, Reference USA (2016). Cambridge Systematics. 
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Figure 3.15 Mining (Except Oil & Gas) Business Types in Missouri 

 

Source(s): BTS, Reference USA (2016). Cambridge Systematics. 
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Figure 4.3 Location of Port-Benefitted Businesses in Missouri by Industry and Employment 

 

Source(s): BTS, Reference USA (2016). Cambridge Systematics. 
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As the maps illustrate, Missouri businesses that depend on or benefit from port or marine transportation 

involve nearly every county in the state. Engineering and construction firms tend to be located closer to the 

source of aggregates (e.g., cement, concrete, lime), which are then transported via rail or truck to port 

facilities. Similarly, machinery and computer/electronic manufacturing firms tend to locate near 

manufacturers of primary metals or metal components. Chemical manufacturing firms are likely to be located 

on or near port sites; in Missouri, they are particularly clustered around Kansas City, St. Louis, and 

Southeast Missouri ports. 

4.2.2 Individual Port Analysis  

This section examines the impacts of the ongoing public port operations, as well as the impact of direct port 

users located on or near port property.  

To conduct the individual port analysis, each port was asked to provide data on port operations and on-site 

tenants. While many ports readily made this information available, some did not. Therefore, this analysis only 

includes those ports providing adequate data. Furthermore, it should be noted that some data were 

incomplete for some ports. For example, some ports had employment figures for some tenants, but not all 

tenants. For that reason, these estimates should be viewed as conservative estimates for the economic 

impact of these ports.  

Table 4.6 presents the data requested and provided by the ports. Several ports do not track employment and 

revenue figures for their tenants, rendering the information unavailable. Although New Madrid has the 

highest reported port-based business employment, St. Louis likely has the largest direct impact in terms of 

employment, as it manages 45 leases but does not have record of tenant business information.  

Table 4.6 Summary of Direct Economic Impacts of Individual Ports 

Public Port 
No. of 

Employees 

Annual Port 
Operating  
Revenues 

Non-Salary 
Expenditures 

Number of 
Port Tenants 

Employment at 
Port-Based 
Businesses 

Howard-Cooper County 1 $4,000 $31,200 0 0 

Jefferson County 2 $30,000 N/A 2 N/A 

Kansas City 5 $80,000 $4,200,000 1 N/A 

Lewis County 2 $7,000 N/A 1 N/A 

Mississippi County 4 $135,000 N/A 1 N/A 

New Bourbon 2 $131,249 $219,845 0 0 

New Madrid County 1 $655,426
1 

$657,568 3 154 

Pemiscot County 2 $694,660 $428,946 5 N/A 

St. Joseph 3 $0 $25,000 0 0 

St. Louis City 2 $1,050,000 N/A 45 N/A 

Southeast Missouri 6 $751,147 $209,188 9 137 

Total 30 $3,538,482 $5,771,747 67 291 

Source: Port-reported data. 

1
 Includes funding from MoDOT Capital Improvement Program. 

N/A = Not available. 
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The data on direct employment and spending were used as input into the IMPLAN model to estimate the 

indirect and induced impacts. Because St. Louis City Port does not keep track of tenant employment figures, 

the port-based business employment was estimated based on a combination of establishment data from 

ReferenceUSA as well as data on commodities moved at the port. For this reason, this is a conservative 

estimate of direct employment at the port. In addition, the impacts of St. Joseph port were estimated based 

off of target commodities and existing businesses located near the port site; the values reflect the potential 

impacts of a highly successful port facility. Table 4.7 presents the findings by port. The total job impact of 

these 11 ports is estimated to be about 51,700, or about 17 percent of the statewide impact total. Of the 

ports examined, St. Louis City has the most significant impact, which is not surprising give its 45 on-site 

tenants. Excluding the high estimate of St. Joseph’s potential impact, Southeast Missouri, Pemiscot County, 

Kansas City, and New Madrid County round out the top five of the 11 ports examined in terms of total 

economic impact.  

Table 4.7 Total Economic Impacts of Individual Ports in Missouri 

2016 

Port Job Impact 
Income Impact  

(in millions $2016) 
Gross State Product Impact 

(in millions $2016) 

Howard-Cooper County 270 $4.9 $11.8 

Jefferson County 100 $2.9 $11.0 

Kansas City 690 $41.0 $158.7 

Lewis County 80 $2.8 $8.9 

Mississippi County 10 $0.17 $0.71 

New Bourbon 770 $14.5 $34.5 

New Madrid County 370 $13.5 $103.1 

Pemiscot County 890 $39.5 $202.2 

St. Joseph* 2,920 $117.8 $1,159.5 

St. Louis City 42,650 $3,635.2 $20,727.0 

Southeast Missouri 2,930 $174.5 $834.0 

Total 51,680 $4,046.7 $23,251.4 

Source: Cambridge Systematics analysis using IMPLAN model. 

*Note:  Economic impacts for St. Joseph reflect an estimation of the high-potential economic impacts of the port 

facility once it is active. 

4.3 Conclusion 

Missouri’s port transportation network is vital to the state’s economy. It provides essential marine 

transportation and other services to some of the largest and most important industries in the state, including 

metal manufacturing, agriculture, construction, and chemical manufacturing sectors, among others. 

Missouri’s public ports support nearly 290,000 jobs annually. Those jobs result in nearly $15.7 billion in 

income, and $100.6 billion in economic output (measured as gross state product), and $2.4 billion in state 

and local tax revenue each year. About 34 percent of Missouri’s economy and one out of every 10 jobs is 

supported by the ports. 
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It is imperative that Missouri maintain its advantages to compete with markets around the world, particularly 

with regards to freight transportation and market access. Even modest investments in the port systems can 

yield even higher benefits to Missouri’s economy, and most of the ports currently have multiple opportunities 

to do so. Businesses require cost-effective and efficient means of moving supplies, inputs, and finished 

goods to market, both domestically and internationally. Barges traveling on the Mississippi River and 

Missouri River provide Missouri shippers with access to one of the most economical and environmentally-

friendly transportation modes available. Marine transportation is an important element of the global supply 

chain, and maintaining and enhancing the system is critical for continued economic vitality in Missouri.  
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